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REMARKS 

Claims 1- 19 remain pending in this application with claims 1,7, 11 and 14 
being amended by this response. 

Ob jection to the Drawings 

The Drawings are objected to as being of insufficient quality to permit 
examination. The Drawings have been formally amended in accordance with the 
Examiner's comments. A new drawing of sufficient quality is attached to this response. 
No new matter has been added to this drawing. In view of the amendments to the 
Drawings it is respectfully submitted that this objection is satisfied and should be 
withdrawn. 

Ob jection to Claim 14 

Claim 14 is objected to for certain informalities. Claim 14 has been amended to 
remove the term "preferably" in accordance with the comments of the Examiner. In 
view of the amendment to Claim 14 it is respectfully submitted that this objection is 
satisfied and should be withdrawn. 

Ob jection to Claims 11, 13, 16 and 17 

Claims 11, 12, 16 and 17 have been objected to for certain informalities. Claim 
1 1 has been amended to define the variable Nj as requested by the Examiner. Claim 1 1 
now recites "the number of pixels Nj of the fragment Fj". In view of the amendments to 
Claim 11 it is respectfully submitted that this objection is satisfied and should be 
withdrawn. 
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Rejection of Claims 1-6 under 35 U.S.C. 102 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by "Hybrid 
Image Segmentation Using Watersheds and Fast Region Merging" by Haris. 

The present claimed invention provides a method for the fragmentation (F) 
of images (14i) into homogeneous regions (Ri). The fragmentation (F) uses iterative 
merges of fragments Fi and Fj which are as similar as possible according to at least one 
selection parameter. The similarity is evaluated by a product A*B of two factors A and 
B, A being consistent with a number of pixels and B being consistent with the selection 
parameter(s). A merge is performed when the product A*B*C is less than a threshold 
consistent with the selection parameter, C being a factor consistent with the inverse of a 
mean number of pixels of the fragments Fi. 

Haris neither discloses nor suggests "that a merge is performed when the 
product A*B*C is less than a threshold consistent with the selection parameter, C being 
a factor consistent with the inverse of a mean number of pixels of the fragment Fi" as 
claimed in claim 1 of the present invention. 

Haris discloses a method for the fragmentation of images into homogenous 
regions. Haris uses the cost function to "yield a measure of the approximation" (Page 
1689, Col. 1, lines 8-9) to determine the optimal number of segments. "The 
determination of the optimal number of segments K* is preformed by checking the 
value of d() [(equation 12)]. If d is greater than a certain threshold, then the merging 
process is terminated" (Page 1689, Col. 1, lines 25-27). 

The Examiner suggests that Haris discloses a method for the fragmentation of 

images, characterized in that a merge is performed when the product A*B*C is less 

than a threshold consistent with the selection parameter, C being a factor consistent 

with the inverse of a number of pixels. However, Haris merely discloses the cost 
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function of the prior art, as referenced above, with an added function. Haris adds a 
function I(i,j) to test for adjacency. This test of cost formulates "the most similar pair of 
regions [which] is the one minimizing (12)" (Page 1689, Col. 1, lines 23-25). Unlike 
the present claimed invention, Haris is not concerned with adapting to the nature of an 
image. Haris is not even compelled to weight the cost with a new coefficient to stop a 
fragmentation when a threshold is reached, as in the present claimed invention. 
Therefore, Haris, as mentioned above, neither discloses nor suggests "that a merge is 
performed when the product A*B*C is less than a threshold consistent with the 
selection parameter, C being a factor consistent with the inverse of a mean number of 
pixels of the fragment Fi" as claimed in claim 1 of the present invention. 

As Claims 2-6 are dependant on Claim 1, it is respectfully submitted that these 
claims are allowable for the same reasons as independent claim 1. 

In view of the above remarks and amendments to the claims it is respectfully 
submitted that there is no 35 USC 1 12 compliant enabling disclosure in Haris showing 
the above discussed features. It is thus further respectfully submitted that claims 1-6 
are not anticipated by Haris. It is thus, further respectfully submitted that this rejection 
is satisfied and should be withdrawn. 

Rejection of Claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haris in 
view of Moed. 

Moed, similarly to Haris, neither discloses nor suggests "that a merge is 

performed when the product A*B*C is less than a threshold consistent with the 

selection parameter, C being a factor consistent with the inverse of a mean number of 

pixels of the fragment Fi" as claimed in claim 1 of the present invention. Moed 

discloses an image segmentation system that operates on a color image. The system 

utilizes the YUV color format to segment an image, the segmentation algorithm 

involving Y, U and V difference information. The Examiner suggests that the 
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combination of the systems of Haris and Moed would disclose a factor B which is 
proportional to Y, U and V differences. However, Moed, similarly to Haris, neither 
discloses nor suggests "that a merge is performed when the product A*B*C is less than 
a threshold consistent with the selection parameter, C being a factor consistent with the 
inverse of a mean number of pixels of the fragment Fi" as claimed in claim 1 of the 
present invention. As claim 7 is dependant on independent claim 1 it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 7 is allowable for the same reasons as claim 1. 

In view of the above remarks and amendments to the claims it is respectfully 
submitted that there is no 35 USC 112 compliant enabling disclosure in Haris and 
Moed, when taken alone or in combination showing the above discussed features. It is 
thus further respectfully submitted that claim 7 are not anticipated by Haris or Moed 
when taken alone or in combination. It is thus, further respectfully submitted that this 
rejection is satisfied and should be withdrawn. 

Rejection of Claims 8 and 19 under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) 

Claims 8 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schutz in view of Haris. 

Schultz, similarly to Haris, neither discloses nor suggests "that a merge is 
performed when the product A*B*C is less than a threshold consistent with the 
selection parameter, C being a factor consistent with the inverse of a mean number of 
pixels of the fragment Fi" as claimed in claim 1 of the present invention. Shutz 
discloses a method of grouping fragments of an image. The initial regions are obtained 
by a spatial watershed segmentation. The Examiner suggests that the combination of 
the systems of Shutz and Haris would disclose the initial segmentation. However, 
Schultz, similarly to Haris, neither discloses nor suggests "that a merge is performed 
when the product A*B*C is less than a threshold consistent with the selection 
parameter, C being a factor consistent with the inverse of a mean number of pixels of 
the fragment Fi" as claimed in claim 1 of the present invention. As claim 8 is dependant 
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on independent claim 1 it is respectfully submitted that claim 8 is allowable for the 
same reasons as claim 1 . 



The Examiner suggests further that Schutz discloses that the stopping condition 
is given by a minimal threshold. However, Schutz, similarly to Haris, neither discloses 
nor suggests "that a merge is performed when the product A*B*C is less than a 
threshold consistent with the selection parameter, C being a factor consistent with the 
inverse of a mean number of pixels of the fragment R" as claimed in claim 1 of the 
present invention. As claim 19 is dependant on independent claim 1 it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 19 is allowable for the same reasons as claim 1. 

In view of the above remarks and amendments to the claims it is respectfully 
submitted that there is no 35 USC 112 compliant enabling disclosure in Haris and 
Schutz, when taken alone or in combination showing the above discussed features. It is 
thus further respectfully submitted that claim 7 are not anticipated by Haris, Schutz nor 
their combination. It is thus, further respectfully submitted that this rejection is 
satisfied and should be withdrawn. 

The applicant respectfully submits, in view of the above arguments, that the all 
arguments made by the Examiner have been addressed and this rejection should be 
withdrawn. Therefore, the applicant respectfully submits that the present claimed 
invention is patentable. 
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No fee is believed due. However, if a fee is due, please charge the additional fee 
to Deposit Account 07-0832. 



Thomson Licensing Inc. 
Patent Operations 
POBox 5312 
Princeton, NJ 08543-5312 
March 23, 2005 



Respectfully submitted, 
Bertrand Chupeau 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .8 

I hereby certify that this amendment is being deposited with the United States 
Postal Service as First Class Mail, postage prepaid, in an envelope addressed to Mail 
Stop Amendment, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313- 
1450 on: 



Date: March 23. 2005 
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